July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S. W,

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid
calling card services.

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, inunigrants, college students and
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a larpe deposit
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option
they have to stay connected - to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These
cards offer convenience and predictable costs.

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless
telephone services.

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do 1f it inflicts new “in-state” access
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can
least afford to bear it.  Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by
these cards.

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees.

Sincerely, (}/L/""’(% U\G/V"’/ m [;M

ccs:  Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abemathy
Cormmissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Senator



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael X. Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Strest, S.W. ‘
Wagshington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No, 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I'am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and indjviduals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates ~ in many cases, dramatically higher
rites — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toli-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform” in another stale -- let's say in Nebragska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message ubout a company, non-profit ar person. The caller then
dials the lelephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
thar this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebrasks and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia,

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a singls in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever t¢ the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers,

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
COrporations.

I'am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers” interests in this manner. [tis
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door

o AP )YT

Smcmely . /

ces:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Comunissioner Kevin J, Martin
Comrmnissioner fonathan 8. Adelstein
Senator
Senator



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Communications Cnmnnssmn
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No, 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I'am writing 1o add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed ta efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies o circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card, If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, [ implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell compaanies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toli-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to 2 “platform” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the elephone number of someone ia Virginia. Current tules, as well as cormnmon sense, state
thar this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for Uas'. milk and ather products. Consemers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blala.nt glveaway to four large
corporations.

1 am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner, It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Ball companies the door
on this issue.

Sincerely, % %W&v’ ) //4_

ccs:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Cormmissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator
Senator



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powsl]

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Sireet, S.W,

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No, 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to add my voice to-the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates ~ for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies,

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a roll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, 1s connected to a “platform” in another state -- let's say in Nebraska. From this
“*platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitunt in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices ure already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don't need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway o four large
corporations.

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weigbed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of conswmers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue. '

ccs:  Comrmissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin 1. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator
Senaror



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michaal K. Powell
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

-Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I'am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies o circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramarically higher
rates - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you 1o keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a rall-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform™ in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about 4 company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls ure subject to interstate access charges becanse there is a ¢all to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia,

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can Jevy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees bave no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies' actual
costs, which are only 2 fraction of what they want to charge consumers,

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consurmners don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

Iam aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC 1o weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue,

ik

ces: ' Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abemathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator '
Senator

Sincerely,




July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Communications Comnnssion
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: W(C Docker No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell;

Tam writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies (o circumvent curtent rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the cails. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you 1o keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want 1o target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who muy be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, nan-profit ot person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two c¢alls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both callg are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call 1o Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies waat to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbilant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers,

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don't need higher prices for
phomne calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

1 am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an efforl to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue.

Sincerely,

ces:  Comumissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J., Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator
Sepator



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powel]

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, 5.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: 'WC Docker No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, [ implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a culler uses a pre-paid calling ¢ard and
diais a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The culler, who muy be in Virginia, for
example, is conngcted to a “platform” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia, Current rules, as well as common semnse, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Bath calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsogver to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want 10 charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
Corporations,

Tam aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FFC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door

on this isske. |
Sincerely,“\j W /( %W J{: L,Lké_w

ces:  Commissioner Kathleen Q, Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Comunissioner Kevin J, Murtin
Commissioner Ionathan S. Adelstein
Senator
Senator



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michuel K. Powell

Federa! Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No, 03-133
Dear Chaimman Powell:

I arn writing to add my voice (o the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the Jocal Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who piace the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you (¢ keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want (o target those calls in which a caller uses i prespaid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state -- [et’s say in Nebraska. From chis
“platform,”™ he or she hears 4 message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia, Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represenis two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebragka to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is 2 call 10 Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call sa they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want ta charge consumers,

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

1 am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ mterests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door

on this issue.

Sincerely,

ces:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commnnssioner Kevin 3. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator
Senator



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michazl K. Powell

Federal Conmnunications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washingron, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chuirman Powell:

T am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone compantes to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they suceeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rales ~ for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, 1 implore
you 10 keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies,

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN, The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platformy” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject fo interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then 4
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don't need higher prices for
phone calls 100, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

Tam aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
an this 1ssue.

W uWw " rorggch

ces:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abern{?r&/
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator
Senator



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S W,

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairmman Powell:

I am writing 1o ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid
calling card services.

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay 4 large deposit
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option
they have to stay connected — to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These
cards offer convenience and predictable costs.

In economically disadvantaged areas, consnmers literally dsk being disconnected if the
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other
congumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless
telephone services.

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it intlicts new “in-state” access
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large locat
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by
these cards.

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding
that these services are not subject to exarbitant new access charges and other fees.

Sincerely,

ccs:  Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abemathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Senator



Tuly 10, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Strest, S W,

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powel]:

1am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid
calling card services.

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, imumigrants, college students and
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these
consurers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only oplion
they have 1o stay connected — to make phone calls to look for 4 job, for affordable
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These
cards offer convenience and predictable costs.

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless
telephone services.

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state” access
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by
these cards.

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees.

Sincerely, (MA;/O\@/W 7] (“&r“

ccs:  Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abemnathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Cormnmussioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Senator



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I am wnting to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid
calling card services.

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs, Many of these
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option
they have to stay connected — to make phone calls to look for 4 job, for affordable
housing, make a doctor's appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These
cards offer convenience and predictable costs.

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless
telephone services.

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state” access
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by
these cards.

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees.

ccs:  Commissioner Michael Copps
Cormnmissioner Kathleen Abemathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein-
Senator
Senator



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W,

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. (03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

Tam writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid
calling card services.

Minerities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and
military farnilies rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these
consumets do not have the ¢redit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit
for locul telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option
they have to stay connected — to make phone calls 10 look for a job, for atfordable
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These
cards offer convenience and predictable costs.

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumery literally risk being disconnected if the
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other
consumer groups because they are an affordable altemative to regular and wireless
telephone services.

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new "in-state” access
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can
least afford to bearit. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by
these cards.

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees.

Sincerely,
it g

ces:  Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abemathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Senator



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Comimission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chaimman Powell:

I am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid
calling card services,

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and
military families rely upon calling card services far a variety of needs. Many of these
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option
they have to stay connected — to make phone c¢alls to look for a job, for affordable
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These
cards offer convenience and predicrable costs.

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are mdispensable for these and other
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless
telephone services.

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state” access
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can
least afford to bearit. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by
these cards.

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees.

ces:  Commissidner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Senator



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docker No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

1 am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid
calling card services.

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and
military families rely upon calling card services for a vagety of needs. Many of these
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option
they have to stay connected - to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable
housing, make 2 doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These
cards offer conventence and prediciable costs.

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless
telephone services.

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state”™ access
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards, The fees would funnel directly to large local
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by
these cards.

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees.

2 20/ I
At O

ccs:  Comunissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Senator

Sincerely,




July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No, 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

1 'am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid
calling card services.

Minaorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit
for local telephone service. For these consumers, 2 prepaid card muy be the only option
they have to stay connected — to make phone calls to look for 4 job, for affordable
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These
cards offer convenience and predictable costs.

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless
telephone services.

But sech price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state” access
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by
these cards.

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees.

Sincerely,

Wloordlifo v f I3

ces:  Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abemathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Senator



Tuly 10, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Comunission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powel];

I am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid
calling card services.

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these
consumers do not have the credir, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option
they have to stay connected — (0 make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These
cards offer convenience and predictable costs.

I economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless
telephone services.

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state” access
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those ¢onsurners that can
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by
these cards.

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees.

Sincerely,

Sl W (R
GAeidle | 1. €

ccs:  Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abemathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Senator



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No, 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid
calling card services.

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and
military families rely upon calling card services for a variery of needs. Many of these
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option
they have to stay connected — to make phone calls to look for 4 job, for affordable
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay im touch with family and friends. These
cards offer convenience and predictable costs.

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected it the
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless
telephone services.

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state” access
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by
these cards.

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and cther fees.

Sincerely,

uﬂm A et & Fhisharc

ioner Michael Copps
Commlssmncr Kathleen Abernathy
Commuissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Senator



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michsel K. Powell

Federal Communjcations Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: W(C Dacket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

[ am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Beli telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in meny cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls, As you approach your work on this docket, T implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those ¢alls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-fres number, along with hig or hee PIN. The caller, who may be in Virgimia, for
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a compauny, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as comrnon sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both cally are subject to interstale access charges becaose there is a call to Nebrasks and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want (o treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
stare access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don't need higher prices for
phone calls tog, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

[ am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue.

ccs:  Commissioney Kathleeny/(Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Comunissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator
Senator



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Strest, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I 'am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid
calling card services.

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and
military families rely upon calling card services for @ variety of needs. Many of these
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a larpe deposit
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option
they have to stay connected — to make phone calls 1o look for a job, for affordable
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with famnily and friends. Thebe
cards offer convenience and predictable costs.

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless
telephone services.

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state” access
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by
these cards.

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees.

Sincerely,

W/ ﬂ/}% LT usw
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ccs:  Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commisstoner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Senator



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid
calling card services.

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these
consumners do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit
for local telephone service, For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option
they have to stay connected — to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These
cards offer convenience and predictable costs.

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless
telephone services.

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state” access
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost
of providing pre-paid cards art affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by
these cards.

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees.

Sincerely,

hiait==E ?A/A//%LW e

ccs:  Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abemathy
Conunissioner Kevin Martin
Comprnissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Senator



July 10, 2004

Chairmun Michael K. Powall

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

L'am writing 10 add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell welephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, T implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform’ in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someons in Virginia. Cuirent rules, as well us common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Vieginia to Nebrasks and one from Nebraska 1o Virginia,
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
stale access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are anly a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone c¢alls 100, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations,

1 am aware that the Jong distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue,

Sincercly,[ /%j/ j é S O
/5

ces:  Conunissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Murtin
Cormmissioner Jonathan S, Adelstein
Senator
Senator



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Communications Comrnission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

L am writing to add my voice to the growing nmmber of groups and individuals opposed 1o efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies 1o circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates ~ for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, | implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather thun the pleadings of the four Bell companies,

The Bell companies wanlt (0 target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “plutform” in another state - let's say in Nebraska, From this
“platform,” he or she heurs a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there 1s a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies” actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

I amn aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. 1t is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the doer

on this issue.
/gﬂzée/ | 7@&3%

ces:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abemathy
Commissioner Michae! J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S, Adelstein
Senator
Senator

Sincerely,



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW,

Washington, DC 20554

Re; WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chaitman Powell:

Lam writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed 1o efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card, I they succead, it will result in higher rates - in many cases, dramatically higher
rates ~ for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your werk on this docket, 1 implore
you 10 keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
bxamph. is conmectied 10 a “platform” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginis to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate uccess charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a

separale call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers doa’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

I'am aware that the Jong distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have

weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this mamner. It is

aow time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue,

Sincerely,
y bl — ;ﬂﬁ/’

cs:  Commissioder Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michaet J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin I. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan §. Adelstein
Senator
Senator




July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Communications Conumission
445 12th Streef, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docker No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

T'am writing (0 add my voice 1o thé growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent corrent rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates ~ in many cases, dramatically higher
rates ~ for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, 1implore
you [0 keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card aad
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state - let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia,
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call 1o Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-gtate call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship wharsoever to the Bell companies' actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers,

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especiaily when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. Iris
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell cornpanies the door
on this issge.

Sincerely,

P Ala P onmz.

ces: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abemathy
Comumissioner Michael J, Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator
Senafor



